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Abstract

In interpersonal conflicts, empathy fosters socially adaptive be-
haviors that facilitate reconciliation, such as offering compre-
hensive and non-defensive apologies. Perceivers adjust their
behaviors based on inferences about the intentions of social
targets during social interactions. How do these inferences re-
late to perceivers’ empathy and shape their adaptive behaviors
in conflicts? This study examined two aspects of intention in-
ference: inference accuracy (how accurately perceivers infer
targets’ intentions) and target-oriented inference (how much
perceivers focus on targets’ states). We investigated whether
these inferences link the relationship between empathy and
adaptive behaviors. Our results showed that empathetic per-
ceivers focused more on targets’ states when inferring their
intentions, which was associated with offering more compre-
hensive apologies. Inference accuracy, however, did not influ-
ence the relationship between empathy and either the provision
of comprehensive apologies or the reduction of defensive re-
sponses. Our study underscores the importance of considering
others’ states in promoting adaptive behaviors during interper-
sonal conflicts.
Keywords: empathy; adaptive behavior; intention inference;
interpersonal conflict

Introduction
Individuals interact with a variety of people in their lives,
including family members, friends, and colleagues. They
sometimes encounter conflicts with other people, which car-
ries the risk of damaging their relationships. Successfully re-
solving conflicts by responding in socially adaptive ways is
a key to reconciliation and the maintenance of good relation-
ships. Sincere apologies are particularly effective in resolv-
ing interpersonal conflicts, as they convey one’s sincere effort
in reflecting on their wrongdoing (Schumann, 2014) and en-
courage forgiveness (Kirchhoff, Wagner, & Strack, 2012).

Adaptive behaviors in social interactions are often facili-
tated by empathy. Empathy is a multifaceted construct that in-
cludes perceivers’ understanding of the mental states of social
targets (cognitive empathy), sharing their emotions (affective
empathy), and experiencing care and concern for them (com-
passion) (Weisz & Cikara, 2021). Extensive literature has
demonstrated the positive relationship between empathy and
prosocial behavior in diverse contexts (e.g., Batson, 1991;
Batson, Eklund, Chermok, Hoyt, & Ortiz, 2007; Eisenberg &
Miller, 1987; Longmire & Harrison, 2018). In line with this,
several studies indicate that empathy is also associated with
adaptive responses in interpersonal conflicts. For example,
De Wied, Branje, and Meeus (2007) found that individuals

with high dispositional empathy use more effective strategies
for managing interpersonal conflicts. Schumann and Dragotta
(2021) also revealed that people provided more constructive
responses (i.e., more comprehensive apologies and fewer de-
fenses) to others in conflicts, when they felt greater empathy.

How does empathy contribute to adaptive behaviors? The
existing literature offers two explanations (Batson et al.,
1991; Batson, 2012). The first approach suggests that per-
ceivers engage in helping behaviors as a way to alleviate their
own negative feelings, which arise from internalizing the suf-
fering of targets (Batson, Fultz, & Schoenrade, 1987). An-
other approach suggests that feelings of care and compassion
motivate perceivers to act prosocially (Batson, O’Quin, Fultz,
Vanderplas, & Isen, 1983; Dovidio, Allen, & Schroeder,
1990; Klimecki, Sander, & Vuilleumier, 2018). These ex-
planations highlight the affective and motivational aspects of
the relationship between empathy and adaptive behaviors.

The focus of this study is the cognitive component of
the link between empathy and adaptive behavior: inferences
about the intentions of social targets. In social interactions,
the emotional expressions of social targets function as infor-
mation that reflects their inner states, including their inten-
tions, and perceivers infer this information and adjust their
behaviors accordingly (Van Kleef, 2009). In line with this
approach, Shuman, Clark-Polner, Meuleman, Sander, and
Scherer (2017) found that people can reliably interpret the
information that others intend to convey through their emo-
tional expressions. As empathy is associated with focusing
on others’ inner states (Cuff, Brown, Taylor, & Howat, 2016),
how perceivers infer targets’ intentions from their emotional
expressions might differ depending on their level of empathy,
which in turn influences how they respond to the targets.

One aspect of intention inference that can vary with the
perceiver’s level of empathy and shape their behaviors is in-
ference accuracy. Accurate inferences are closely related to
cognitive empathy, which refers to the ability to understand
and infer targets’ mental states (Blair, 2005). Furthermore,
research shows the link between accurate inference of others’
mental states and prosocial behaviors. Lehmann, Böckler,
Klimecki, Müller-Liebmann, and Kanske (2022) found that
when people correctly mentalized the others’ states, they
were more willing to help them. Similarly, accurate inference
of others’ feelings was related to helping behaviors (Eckland,
Huang, & Berenbaum, 2020).
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Another aspect of intention inference to be considered is
whether perceivers focus on targets’ states, the target-oriented
inference. When interpreting targets’ intentions from their
emotional expressions, perceivers can focus on what the tar-
gets are feeling and the situations the targets are in (target-
oriented), or alternatively, they can focus on how the target
perceives them or what the targets are asking them to do (self-
oriented). Focusing on others’ states is a crucial component
of engaging in adaptive behaviors. Compassion, which is
strongly associated with prosocial behaviors (DeSteno, 2015;
Longmire & Harrison, 2018), refers to a tendency to exhibit
greater attention and concern for others (Davis, 1983; Goetz,
Keltner, & Simon-Thomas, 2010). Yaden et al. (2024) also
found that compassionate people more frequently used other-
focused language, reflecting their heightened attention toward
others, and engaged more often in helping behaviors.

In the present study, we aimed to explore whether inten-
tion inference from targets’ emotional expressions varies de-
pending on the perceivers’ level of empathy and whether the
differences in the inference are related to the perceivers’ en-
gagement of adaptive behaviors. We first investigated the
relationship between dispositional empathy and adaptive be-
haviors. In our study, based on previous research (Schumann
& Dragotta, 2021; Schumann & Orehek, 2019), adaptive be-
haviors represent the provision of sincere apologies in inter-
personal conflicts—specifically, responses that include com-
prehensive apologies (i.e., those with more apology elements)
without defenses. Responses including more comprehensive
apologies and fewer defenses are considered more adaptive.
We hypothesized that perceivers with high dispositional em-
pathy provide more comprehensive apologies and fewer de-
fenses.

Hypothesis 1-1. Perceivers with high dispositional empa-
thy provide targets with responses containing more compre-
hensive apologies.

Hypothesis 1-2. Perceivers with high dispositional empa-
thy provide targets with responses containing fewer defenses.

We then explored whether empathy is linked to adaptive
behaviors through inference accuracy and target-oriented in-
ference. Specifically, we examined whether accurately in-
ferring targets’ intentions varies with one’s level of empathy
and whether these differences are associated with engaging
in adaptive behaviors. Inference accuracy represents the de-
gree of similarity between the actual targets’ intentions and
the intentions inferred by perceivers.

Hypothesis 2-1. The relationship between empathy and
apology comprehensiveness is mediated by inference accu-
racy.

Hypothesis 2-2. The relationship between empathy and
defensiveness is mediated by inference accuracy.

We also investigated whether empathy is related to adaptive
behaviors through target-oriented inference. Target-oriented
inference indicates the extent to which perceivers focus on
targets’ states when inferring their intentions. To measure
this, we adopted a text analysis approach, as individuals’ lan-

guage can reflect their psychological experiences, including
the focus of their attention (Mihalcea, Biester, Boyd, et al.,
2024; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2009). Accordingly, target-
oriented inference is defined as the number of words describ-
ing targets’ states that perceivers use when inferring the tar-
gets’ intentions. We hypothesized that target-oriented infer-
ence mediates the relationship between empathy and adaptive
behaviors.

Hypothesis 3-1. The relationship between empathy and
apology comprehensiveness is mediated by target-oriented
inference.

Hypothesis 3-2. The relationship between empathy and
defensiveness is mediated by target-oriented inference.

Method
Experimental Procedure
Adapting Icke’s paradigm (Ickes, Stinson, Bissonnette, &
Garcia, 1990), which is widely used for measuring empathic
accuracy (i.e., the accurate inference for others’ feelings),
our experiment comprised two phases, which were the tar-
get phase and the perceiver phase. Figure 1 shows the overall
procedure of our experiment. The experimental procedure
was approved by our university’s institutional review board
(IRB No. 2311/002-029).

The Target Phase We only included emotionally expres-
sive individuals as targets in our study to control for the po-
tential confounding effects of their expressivity on perceivers’
inferences (Zaki, Bolger, & Ochsner, 2008). Participants
were recruited from a local university and a local online com-
munity. In the pre-screening phase, participants completed
the Emotional Expressivity Scale (Kring, Smith, & Neale,
1994), of which 10 participants who scored 68 and above
(half of the scale’s maximum score) were selected as the tar-
get group. The targets received monetary compensation (8
female; Mage = 27.5, SDage = 5.4, range = 23 – 38).

In the main experiment, the targets recalled two emotional
events in which another person caused them to experience
negative emotions. They recounted these events as if speak-
ing directly to that person, which was videotaped. Afterward,
the targets watched their videos and paused them whenever
they experienced specific emotions. They reported their in-
tentions at the moment, especially the messages they intended
to convey. After reporting, they resumed watching the videos
and repeated this task until the videos ended. Incomplete re-
sponses and unsuitable emotional events (e.g., events related
to sensitive issues) were excluded. Consequently, five emo-
tional events from five participants were selected as stimuli
for the perceiver phase (3 female; Mage = 26, SDage = 3.5,
range = 23 – 32).

Three emotional events included a single reported target in-
tention, while two events included two reported target inten-
tions. The events concerned conflicts with friends, a romantic
partner, and a colleague.
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Figure 1: Overall Experimental Procedure

The Perceiver Phase For the perceiver group, 94 inde-
pendent participants were recruited from a local university
and were compensated with either course credits or mone-
tary payment for their participation. Three participants were
excluded due to incomplete data, resulting in a final sam-
ple of 91 individuals (56 female; Mage = 22.4, SDage = 4.4,
range = 18 – 47). Post-hoc power analyses conducted at
α = .05 showed that the current study had 95% power to
detect medium effects ( f 2 = 0.15) and 79% power to detect
small-to-medium effects ( f 2 = 0.085).

During the experiment, the perceivers first completed an
empathy scale that included the perspective-taking and com-
passion subscales from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(IRI; Davis, 1983) and the empathy subscale from the Empa-
thy Index (Jordan, Amir, & Bloom, 2016). These subscales
measured cognitive empathy, compassion, and affective em-
pathy, respectively, and the perceivers answered the items us-
ing a 5-point Likert scale. Subsequently, the perceivers were
asked to watch the five targets’ videos while imagining that
the targets were talking directly to them. The order of videos
was randomized for each perceiver. The videos paused at the
points when the targets reported their intentions, and the per-
ceivers inferred the messages the targets intended to convey.
After each video ended, they wrote a message to each tar-
get while imagining themselves as the person the target was
speaking to.

Inference Accuracy
Inference accuracy was calculated by adapting Icke’s guide-
lines for assessing empathic accuracy (Ickes, 2001). Two
trained raters evaluated the degree of similarity between the
targets’ reported intention and the perceivers’ inferred inten-

tion using a scale from 0 to 2. A score of 0 refers to fun-
damentally different content, where the perceiver’s inference
did not reflect the core content of the target’s report at all. A
score of 1 refers to similar but not identical content, where
the perceiver’s inference included content similar to the core
aspects of the target’s report, or included the core content of
the target’s report but did not capture its nuance. Lastly, a
score of 2 refers to fundamentally identical contents, where
the perceiver’s inference reflected both the core content and
the nuance of the target’s report. The Cronbach’s α score for
inter-rater reliability was .97, indicating excellent agreement.
The average score from the two raters was used as the in-
ference accuracy score. For the emotional events where the
targets reported their intentions at multiple points, the inten-
tion accuracy was calculated by averaging the accuracy scores
across all points.

Target-Oriented Inference
To evaluate the target-orientedness of the perceivers’ infer-
ences, we counted the number of words reflecting the targets’
states. The analysis involved three phases: (1) constructing
a dictionary of target state words for our data, (2) automat-
ically counting target state words, and (3) manually refining
the result from automated counting. We utilized a custom
dictionary, as no validated Korean text analysis tool—such
as LIWC (Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count; Pennebaker,
Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015) in English—was available
at the time of our research, and we aimed to capture target
state words specific to our experimental stimuli, including
those reflecting the unique situations of the targets.

In the first phase, we first tokenized the perceivers’ infer-
ence texts using a Korean tokenizer, Mecab. We constructed
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a set of tokens in which part-of-speech tags were nouns, ad-
nominals, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs. From this set, we
selected tokens that reflected the targets’ states and included
them in our target state dictionary. The tokens comprised two
types of target states, which were the targets’ emotions and
situations. Examples of the target emotion words included
“feel,” “mood,” “bad,” “angry,” “sad,” “embarrassed,” and
“hurt,” while examples of the target situation words included
“situation,” “part-time,” “exam,” and “transfer.” In the sec-
ond phase, we used the same tokenizer to tokenize each infer-
ence text and automatically counted the frequency of tokens
from the target state word dictionary. Finally, in the third
phase, the automated counts were reviewed and manually re-
fined to correct any miscounting or omissions, ensuring the
accuracy of the results. The number of target-state words
in each inference indicated its target-orientedness. For the
emotional events with multiple target intentions, the target-
orientedness of inferences was calculated by averaging the
target-orientedness of each intention inference.

Perceiver’s Message
We evaluated the adaptability of the perceivers’ messages to
the targets along two dimensions—apology comprehensive-
ness and defensiveness. Each dimension represents the ex-
tent to which apology elements and defensive strategies were
used, respectively, in the messages. Based on previous re-
search (Schumann & Dragotta, 2021; Schumann & Orehek,
2019), two trained raters counted the presence of eight apol-
ogy elements (remorse, acceptance of responsibility, repair,
explanation, forbearance, acknowledgment of harm, admis-
sion of wrongdoing, request for forgiveness) and four de-
fensive strategies (justification, victim blaming, excuse, de-
nial) for each perceiver’s message. The average Cohen’s
kappa score for inter-rater reliability was .82, indicating ex-
cellent agreement. Discrepancies between raters were re-
solved through discussion. For each message, apology com-
prehensiveness was calculated by summing the number of
apology elements, and defensiveness was calculated by sum-
ming the number of defensive strategies.

Analyses
We first performed linear regression analyses to investi-
gate whether empathy levels are related to adaptive behav-
iors, specifically apology comprehensiveness and defensive-
ness. We then conducted linear regression analyses and boot-
strapped causal mediation analyses with 5,000 samples to ex-
amine whether the relationships are mediated by intention
inferences. In these analyses, the total scores of each vari-
able across five emotional events, except for dispositional
empathy, were used. For a more thorough examination, we
further analyzed the relationship between intention inference
and adaptive behavior at the level of each emotional event us-
ing linear mixed-effects models. For each model, either infer-
ence accuracy or target-oriented inference was included as the
fixed effect, and the participants were included as the random
effect. The intercept was allowed to vary randomly across

participants. We employed bootstrapped linear mixed-effect
models with 5,000 samples when the normality assumption
was violated. The lm, mediation, and lme4 packages in R
were used for the analyses. The descriptive statistics and cor-
relations are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

1 2 3 4 5

1. Emp -
2. ApCom .33** -
3. Def -.26* -.40*** -
4. InfAcc .15 .18 -.18 -
5. TarInf .21* .33** -.18 .20 -

M 69.5 14.3 0.7 2.4 3.6
SD 12.4 5.9 1.1 1.3 2.2

∗p < .05, ∗ ∗ p < .01, ∗ ∗ ∗p < .001; Emp: Dispositional
Empathy, ApCom: Apology Comprehensiveness, Def : De-
fensiveness, InfAcc: Inference Accuracy, TarInf : Target-
Oriented Inference. Except for Emp, each variable repre-
sents the total score across five emotional events.

Results
Empathy and Adaptive Behavior
Empathy was positively related to adaptive behavior. Dis-
positional empathy was positively associated with apology
comprehensiveness (β = 0.32, SE = 0.10, t(89) = 3.25, p =
.002, 95% CI = [0.12, 0.51]), but negatively with de-
fensiveness (β = −0.25, SE = 0.10, t(89) = −2.59, p =
.011, 95% CI = [-0.44, -0.06]). Therefore, our Hypotheses
1-1 and 1-2 were supported.

Inference Accuracy As a Mediator
Inference accuracy did not mediate the relationship be-
tween empathy and apology comprehensiveness. Linear re-
gression analyses revealed that empathy was not signifi-
cantly associated with inference accuracy (β = 0.14, SE =
0.10, t(89) = 1.44, p= .152, 95% CI= [-0.05, 0.34]), and in-
ference accuracy was also not significantly related to apology
comprehensiveness (β = 0.18, SE = 0.11, t(89) = 1.72, p =
.090, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.40]). Likewise, results from the
linear mixed-effects model indicated that inference accu-
racy was not significantly associated with apology compre-
hensiveness (β = −0.06, SE = 0.04, t(397.66)= −1.39, p =
.164, 95% CI =[-0.14, 0.02]). Consistent with these results,
the mediation analysis revealed that the indirect effect was
not significant (β = 0.02, SE = 0.02, p = .285, 95% CI = [-
0.01, 0.07]), whereas the direct effect was significant (β =
0.30, SE = 0.10, p = .002, 95% CI = [0.11, 0.49]). Thus,
Hypothesis 2-1 was not supported.

Inference accuracy did not mediate the relationship be-
tween empathy and defensiveness as well. The results of
the linear regressions showed that empathy level did not
significantly predict inference accuracy (β = 0.14, SE =
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0.10, t(89) = 1.44, p = .152, 95% CI = [-0.05, 0.34]), nor
did inference accuracy significantly predict defensiveness
(β = −0.18, SE = 0.10, t(89)= −1.72, p = .089, 95% CI =
[-0.38, 0.03]). Consistently, the bootstrapped linear mixed-
effects model demonstrated no significant relationship be-
tween inference accuracy and defensiveness (β = 0.06, SE =
0.05, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.15]). In accordance with these
findings, the mediation analysis revealed a non-significant
indirect effect (β = −0.02, SE = 0.02, p = .167, 95% CI =
[-0.06, 0.01]) alongside a significant direct effect (β =
−0.23, SE = 0.10, p = .017, 95% CI = [-0.42, -0.04]).
Hence, Hypothesis 2-2 was not supported.

Target-Oriented Inference As a Mediator
Target-oriented inference partially mediated the relationship
between empathy and apology comprehensiveness. Re-
sults from linear regressions demonstrated that empathy
was positively associated with target-oriented inference (β =
0.20, SE = 0.10, t(89)= 2.04, p = .044, 95% CI = [0.01,
0.40]), and target-orientedness was positively related to
apology comprehensiveness (β = 0.33, SE = 0.10, t(89)=
3.31, p = .001, 95% CI = [0.13, 0.53]). The linear
mixed-effects model also supported the positive relation-
ship between target-oriented inference and apology com-
prehensiveness (β = 0.13, SE = 0.04, t(420.35)= 2.97, p =
.003, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.21]). The mediation analy-
sis revealed that the indirect (β = 0.06, SE = 0.03, p =
.032, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.12]) and direct (β = 0.26, SE =
0.09, p = .004, 95% CI = [0.08, 0.45]) were all significant.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3-1 was supported (see Figure 2).

On the contrary, for defensiveness, target-oriented in-
ference did not mediate its relationship with empathy.
The linear regression analyses revealed that empathy level
was positively associated with target-oriented inference
(β = 0.20, SE = 0.10, t(89)= 2.04, p = .044, 95% CI =
[0.01, 0.40]); however, target-oriented inference was not
significantly related to defensiveness (β = −0.17, SE =
0.10, t(89)= −1.72, p = .089,95% CI = [-0.37, 0.03]). Re-
sults from the bootstrapped linear mixed-effects models also
showed that target-oriented inference was not significantly re-
lated to defensiveness (β = −0.06, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [-
0.15, 0.03]). In accordance with these results, the mediation
analysis revealed that the indirect effect was not significant
(β = −0.03, SE = 0.03, p = .244, 95% CI = [-0.09, 0.02])
while the direct effect was significant (β = −0.22, SE =
0.10, p = .028, 95% CI = [-0.42, -0.02]). Thus, Hypothesis
3-2 was not supported.

Discussion
How does empathy facilitate adaptive behaviors in interper-
sonal conflicts? In the current study, we investigated whether
perceivers’ empathy contributes to their engagement in adap-
tive behaviors through the inference of targets’ intentions. We
first examined the relationship between empathy and adaptive
behaviors. Consistent with previous research (Schumann &

Figure 2: Mediation model in which the relationship between
dispositional empathy and apology comprehensiveness is me-
diated by target-oriented inference. The numbers represent
standardized coefficients. ∗p < .05,∗∗ p < .01.

Dragotta, 2021), perceivers with higher dispositional empa-
thy provided targets with messages that included more com-
prehensive apologies and fewer defenses.

These relationships, however, were not linked by per-
ceivers’ inference accuracy. The perceivers’ level of empathy
did not predict how accurately they inferred the targets’ in-
tentions, nor did this inference accuracy predict whether the
perceivers engaged in more adaptive behaviors. These re-
sults might reflect the claim that understanding others’ mental
states itself is not sufficient to elicit prosocial behaviors. Sev-
eral studies show that one’s higher ability to mentalize others
does not guarantee their prosocial behaviors (e.g., Richell
et al., 2003; Winter, Spengler, Bermpohl, Singer, & Kanske,
2017). Another possible explanation is that the targets’ in-
tentions in our study were relatively difficult to infer, poten-
tially resulting in a floor effect and limiting the examination
of their relationship with adaptive behaviors. The average ac-
curacy across the five emotional events was 0.48 out of 2. The
targets’ intentions for two specific emotional events were par-
ticularly challenging to infer, with average accuracies of 0.01
and 0.23, respectively. Considering the observed tendencies
in the relationship between empathy and inference accuracy
(r = .15) and between inference accuracy and adaptive behav-
iors (r = .18 for apology comprehensiveness and r = −.18
for defensiveness), the non-significant results may have been
influenced by the floor effect in inference accuracy. To bet-
ter understand the role of inference accuracy, future research
should be conducted using emotional event stimuli with a bal-
anced range of easy, moderate, and difficult levels for infer-
ring target intentions.

In contrast, target-oriented inference partially mediated the
relationship between empathy and apology comprehensive-
ness. The perceivers with high dispositional empathy more
frequently used words that reflected the targets’ emotions
and situations when inferring their intentions, which, in turn,
was associated with providing the targets with more compre-
hensive apologies. This finding is consistent with the pre-
vious literature which demonstrates that empathetic individ-
uals are more attuned to others’ states and engage in adap-
tive behaviors (Cuff et al., 2016; Batson, 1991; Batson et
al., 2007; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Longmire & Harri-
son, 2018). It also suggests that intention inference, partic-
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ularly its target-orientedness, is another key factor in explain-
ing the relationship between empathy and adaptive behavior.
This result underscores the role of inferring others’ intentions
from their emotional expressions in shaping one’s behavior
during social interactions, as indicated in previous literature
(Van Kleef, 2009).

However, the target-orientedness did not mediate the re-
lationship between empathy and defensiveness. This result
may be attributed to the overall lower frequency of defenses
in perceivers’ messages (the average number of defensive
sentences across the five emotional events was 0.7). Since
the perceivers were not actually involved in the interpersonal
conflicts, but imagined themselves in those situations, this
limitation may have reduced their desire for self-protection,
which, in turn, reduced the use of defensive strategies. Future
work should consider employing actual conflict situations to
elicit more realistic responses from perceivers.

Our research has some additional limitations. First, we
utilized a custom-built dictionary to measure the target-
orientedness of the inferences. Future research should repli-
cate our study using a validated dictionary to examine the ro-
bustness of our findings. Another limitation is that the emo-
tional events used in our study were not diverse enough to
encompass contexts where various target states could be in-
ferred. When inferring the targets’ intentions, the perceivers
mentioned the targets’ emotions across all emotional event
stimuli. However, they referred to the targets’ situations in
only two of the emotional events. In addition, the target states
observed in our perceivers’ inferences were limited to the tar-
gets’ emotions and situations, which might not capture the
full range of possible states. Future research should be con-
ducted using emotional events that include a more diverse
array of target states to further validate our results. Lastly,
we only considered two aspects of intention inference (infer-
ence accuracy and target-oriented inference), which are not
exhaustive. Future research can explore other aspects of in-
ference that may influence a person’s adaptive behaviors.
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